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 the Board of Assessment Appeals on August 16, 2010, 
Sondra W   Petitioner appeared pro se.  Respondent was 

rotesting the 2009 actual value of the subject 
property. 
 

 

d mining claims: 
roperty that is 28’ 

 
Forest Service Road 398. 
 

ately a total of 25-
30 acres in the middle of the subject property is distressed due to mining and the property has been 

arred with a 65’ deep, 250’ wide, and 1,600’ long strip mining hole.  Petitioner has done some 
reclamation work in the years since his purchase of the property in 1990.  Current mining permits 
allow 3.3 acres to be disturbed by mining with an additional 9.9 acres available for recreational 
prospecting. 
 

The subject property building was described by Petitioner as a removable Midwestern hay 
barn of low cost construction.  The building construction is metal exterior with a 4” x 6” native cut 

THIS MATTER was heard by
. Mercier and Karen E. Hart presiding.

represented by Jennifer A. Davis, Esq.  Petitioner is p

Subject property is described as follows: 
 

26020 County Road 398, Granite, Colorado 
 Chaffee County Schedule No. R300705400816 

 
The subject property is a 161.02 acre site comprised of three non-patente

June Placer, July Placer, and Gold Basin Placer.  There is a metal building on the p
x 60’ in size and was built in 1998.  The subject property is recreationally mined.  Access is from

 The subject property lies above tree line.  Petitioner testified that approxim

sc
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timber frame and two door openings.  Petitioner erected the building himself at a cost of less than 
$5,000.00.  Petitioner believes the building should be valued at $5,000.00. 

ider, choosing to 
ner does not believe Respondent’s comparable sales are truly 

comparable to the subject property, pointing out that two comparable sales are only 30 acres in size 
ver

 ct property, with 
provement and $85,000.00 allocated to the land. 

 
 perty for tax year 

 m $18,000.00 to 
e made, the sales 

 Chaffee County 
ote 

loca  adjustment was 
nty.  Mr. Russell 
plying that price 

 Comparable Sale 1 is located right at tree line but has trees.  Approximately two acres of the 
pro only for time and 

arable Sale 3 is 
1 mining claims.  

 the same forest service road as the subject.  This property has a gentle slope, no trees 
and

rest to the subject 
 damage.  This comparable sold for an adjusted sales price of $1,246.00 per 

acre y, or $911.00 per 

 
 Respondent used a state-approved cost estimating service to derive a market-adjusted cost 
value for the subject property improvement of $11,810.00.  Mr. Russell testified that he considered 

building value was in dispute. 
 
 Respondent assigned an actual value of $121,112.00 to the subject property for tax year 
2009, with $11,810.00 allocated to the improvement and $109,302.00 allocated to the land. 
 

 
 Petitioner did not present any comparable sales for the Board to cons
critique Respondent’s sales.  Petitio

sus the subject property’s 161.02 acres.   
 

Petitioner is requesting a 2009 actual value of $90,000.00 for the subje
$5,000.00 allocated to the im

Respondent presented an indicated value of $158,531.00 for the subject pro
2009, based on the market approach 
 

Respondent presented three comparable sales ranging in sales price fro
$95,000.00 and in size from 30.43 acres to 117.78 acres.  After adjustments wer
ranged from $105,123.00 to $376,897.00, or $1,246.00 to $12,386.00 per acre. 
 
 Respondent’s witness, Dean C. Russell, a Registered Appraiser with the
Assessor’s office testified that he chose the comparable sales based on their elevation, rem

tion, and accessibility attributes.  Mr. Russell testified that the time trending
calculated by studying all types of vacant land located in northern Chaffee Cou
calculated his land adjustment by using the comparable sale’s prices per acre and ap
to the acreage difference between the comparable and the subject property.   
 

perty has been mined.  It has access similar to the subject and was adjusted 
size. Comparable Sale 2 has no vehicle access and has some trees.  Comp
immediately adjacent to the subject property and comprised of a group of 10 or 1
Access is from

 a premium view. 
 
 Mr. Russell gave most weight to Comparable Sale 3 as it was located nea
property and had mining

.  Mr. Russell concluded to a land value of $146,721.00 for the subject propert
acre.  

the subject building to be of good quality pole barn type construction.  Mr. Russell was unaware the 
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 Respondent presented sufficient probative evidence and testimony to prove that the tax year 
2009 valuation of the subject property was correct.  

based on the cost 
ndent’s value of 
ested value other 
titioner built the 

 cost occurred more than ten years ago in 1998; the level of value date for tax 
yea luing the subject 

oard to consider.  
nvinced the time 

ccurate as the adjustment was determined using sale studies based on all types of 
vac djustment should 

e time adjustment 

r acre of each of 
ce between the 

com thodology.  Land 
calculated a size 
 price range was 
ndent’s witness.   

 were simply too 
subject, with the 

 the Board had to rely 
upo ty, is somewhat 

ugh Mr. Russell 
 on Sale 3, the Board was not convinced the damage 

was as great as that on the subject property.  The Board adjusted the $133,916.00 indicated value of 
ining area of 25 acres as testified by Petitioner.  The 

 reduction was $22,500.00, for a final adjusted indicated land value of $111,416.00. 
 
 
improvement, the Board concluded that the subject property value should be $123,226.00, a value 

igher than the assigned value of $121,112.00. 
 

ORDER:

 
 Regarding the subject property building, Respondent valued the building 
approach using Marshall & Swift Valuation Service.  The Board affirms Respo
$11,810.00 for the subject property building.  Petitioner gave little basis for his requ
than his testimony regarding its original cost which did not include labor as Pe
building himself.  The

r 2009 is June 30, 2008.  The original costs are too old to be considered for va
property for tax year 2009. 
 
 Regarding the land value, Petitioner did not present any sales for the B
Therefore the Board had to rely upon Respondent’s sales.  The Board was not co
adjustment was a

ant land sales in northern Chaffee County.  The Board is convinced that a time a
be based on sales of non-patented mining claims.  Therefore, the Board removed th
from the three sales.   
 
 Mr. Russell calculated his land size adjustment by taking the sales price pe
the comparable sales and applying the varying resulting value to the acreage differen

parable sale and the subject property.  This is not an acceptable appraisal me
size adjustment should be constant for each of the sale properties.  The Board 
adjustment using a $900.00 per acre adjustment.  The resulting adjusted sales
$135,027.00 to $182,531.00, a lesser range variance than that presented by Respo
 
 The Board could give little weight to Sales 1 and 2 as the net adjustments
great to give any confidence as to the comparability of the properties to the 
percentage adjustments being 280.81% and 750.15% respectively.  Therefore

n Respondent’s Sale 3.  This property is adjacent to the subject proper
comparable in size, and is similar to the subject in physical characteristics.  Tho
testified that there was some mining damage

Sale 3 by $900.00 per acre for a total affected m
resulting

After adding the indicated land value of $111,416.00 to the $11,810.00 allocated for the 

slightly h

 
 

 
The petition is denied. 

 
 
APPEAL: 
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